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Abstract
The aim of the research presented in this article was to develop a comprehensive model and measurement of marital goals. The
aim of Study 1 was to validate the initial model of marital goals according to Schwartz’s model of values (defined as general
transsituational goals). The sample consisted of 684 participants (50% female), all of whom were either married or cohabiting
couples aged between 25 and 60 years (M = 37.2; SD = 5.3). The obtained results led to a modification of our initial theoretical
model. In the final version of the model, we distinguished eight types of marital goals located in a circular way around two basic
dimensions that were similar but not identical to those of Schwartz’s model: (1) oneself versus other focus and (2) relationship
commitment versus avoidance. We validated the model in Study 2 in another sample of 1268 participants (50% female) with
married couples aged between 18 and 86 years (M = 47.2; SD = 16.1). The measurement model was confirmed through a
confirmatory factor analysis; the circular structure was confirmed through multidimensional scaling; the validity of the distin-
guished goals was confirmed through correlational analyses with value priorities, and marital satisfaction.
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Introduction
The main aim of the research presented in this paper was to
develop a model and measurement of marital goals. Marital
goals are considered to be one of the factors explainingmarital
satisfaction (Brunstein et al. 1996; Fitzsimons and Shah 2008;
Light and Fitzsimons 2014); however, there is no comprehen-
sive catalog, model or instrument in the literature to measure
such goals. In this paper, we fill this gap by developing (1) a
circular model of marital goals that was inspired by
Schwartz’s model of basic human values (Schwartz et al.
2012), which are defined as general transsituational goals,
and (2) a measurement instrument to measure marital goals.
Generally speaking, a goal can be defined as a subjectively-
desired state that an individual is attempting to achieve
(Kruglanski 1996; Kruglanski et al. 2002) and is therefore
considered important (Moskowitz and Grant 2009).
Fulfilling a goal is perceived as a positive event leading to
positive affect and failing to fulfill a goal is perceived as a
negative event leading to negative affect (Lewis 1990).
Goals can be differentiated in terms of their concreteness-ab-
stractness, and their importance constitutes a hierarchy: Some
goals are individually considered to be more important than
others, which is one of the individual differences between
people.
Literature describing marriage in the context of the
realization of marital goals is limited. Two theories – the
Approach-Avoidance Goals Theory (Gable and Impett
2012) and the Self-Image and Compassionate Goals
Theory (Canevello and Crocker 2015) focus only on one
selected dimension of relationship goals (approach-avoid-
ance and toward others-toward oneself, respectively). The
Dynamic Goal Theory, as proposed by Li and Fung
(2011), clarifies and analyzes the relationship between
marital goals and marital satisfaction. This model differ-
entiates goals for subsequent phases of a relationship from
a life-span perspective. However, it does not propose any
instrument to measure these goals, and it does not take
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important into account. The aim of our research was to
bridge this gap and provide a comprehensive model of
marital goals and an instrument to measure these goals.
Dimensions of Marital Goals
One of the basic dimensions of marital goals described in the
literature is the approach versus avoidance motivation. The
concepts of motivation to approach rewards versus motivation
to avoid threats is used in many fields of psychological re-
search (Elliot 1997; Higgins 1998). Approaching social goals
steers individuals in the direction of possible positive out-
comes like intimacy and relationship growth. On the other
hand, avoidance of social goals direct individuals away from
conflict and rejection. This approach-avoidance distinction
has been adopted in research on romantic relationships, in-
cluding Approach-Avoidance Goals Theory (Gable and
Impett 2012) and Attachment Theory (Mikulincer and
Shaver 2007).
Another important dimension of marital goals is goals to-
ward others (benevolent goals) versus goals toward oneself
(selfish goals; Canevello and Crocker 2015). Benevolent
goals (e.g., compassionate goals) are usually selected by peo-
ple who are more helpful and responsive to others (Crocker
and Canevello 2008; Canevello and Crocker 2010).
Individuals who value this type of goals are also more confi-
dent when it comes to relationships (Canevello et al. 2013),
and think that relationships can be improved (Canevello and
Crocker 2011). Selfish goals (e.g., self-image goals) are usu-
ally chosen by people who feel upset, disoriented, and isolated
when it comes to their social interactions (Canevello and
Crocker 2015). Individuals with selfish goals support others
and respond to others’ needs less frequently (Crocker and
Canevello 2008; Canevello and Crocker 2010), which ad-
versely affects their relationship quality.
A model that directly references the significance of
marital goals as well as their relation to marital satisfac-
tion is Li and Fung's (2011) Dynamic Goal Theory. The
authors describe three categories of marital goals – com-
panionship goals (based on people’s need for belonging-
ness, intimacy and commitment), personal growth goals
(including the development of one’s interests, social con-
tacts, the possibility to construct one’s own identity,
accepting challenges or building competences) and instru-
mental goals (also known as the practical side of mar-
riage, like sharing responsibilities, managing finances or
raising children). According to Li and Fung (2011), the
priority of marital goals changes across the life span.
During early adulthood, personal growth goals have the
highest priority, whereas instrumental goals are the least
important. In middle adulthood, instrumental goals are the
most crucial and in late adulthood companionship goals
have the highest priority and personal growth goals the
lowest. Li and Fung (2011) state that these tendencies
show typical human development - in early adulthood
personal growth is the most important, in middle adult-
hood raising a family is the most important and in late
adulthood when people’s time for personal growth is lim-
ited and their children are all grown up, partners can only
enjoy each other’s company.
This model assigns a different category of marital goals to
the subsequent developmental periods of adulthood and does
not focus on individual differences in what people may find to
be important. Moreover, the three groups of goals (instrumen-
tal, companionship, and personal growth goals) are quite gen-
era l and require deta i led conceptua l iza t ion and
operationalization in order to be used in research on marital
goals and marital satisfaction.
Our aim is to create a coherent model of marital goals
that can be used in further research on marriage and part-
nership including the motivation to instigate a relation-
ship, the reasons underlying a breakdown in a relation-
ship, relationship satisfaction, and changes occurring from
the perspective of life-span psychology (goal priorities
may change with age and with relationship duration). Li
and Fung (2011) recognized the realization of marital
goals as a significant factor influencing marital satisfac-
tion. In general terms, marital satisfaction is influenced by
whether the marriage fulfills the needs, expectations, and
goals of the spouses in the marriage (Campbell et al.
2001; Dainton 2000; Fletcher et al. 2000; Kelley and
Burgoon 1991; Pinsof and Lebow 2005). In our model,
we differentiate between the goal priorities set by married
couples and the realization of these goals because these
may differently influence marital satisfaction. In the final
version of the tool proposed in this article, goal priorities
and goal realization are measured separately.
Marital Goals as a Contextualization of
Transsituational Goals
The optimal catalog of marital goals should be as universal as
possible. Hence, we have chosen the catalog of human values
from the Schwartz model (1992; Schwartz et al. 2012) as our
starting point. We choose this model because Schwartz de-
fines values in terms of transsituational goals, and because
the model has empirical support from a large number of stud-
ies all over the world indicating its universality (Sagiv et al.
2017).
According to Schwartz (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz et al.
2012), values are defined as desirable and transsituational
goals. The structure of the values (goals) forms a circular
motivational continuum that can be divided into smaller
or larger units, depending on the research aim. In the
current version of this theory (Schwartz et al. 2012;
Schwartz et al. 2017), the continuum is divided into 19
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more narrowly defined values. Values that are placed ad-
jacently to each other on the circle are compatible and can
be pursued in the same behavior, whereas values that are
located on the opposite sides of the circle are in conflict
and cannot be pursued at the same time. The 19 values
and broader groups formed by them are indicated in Fig. 1
and the values are defined in Table 1.
It is also possible to merge more narrowly defined
values into larger categories with a similar underlying
motivation. One of the most common groupings is four
higher-order values located on the opposite sides of two
dimensions: conservation versus openness to change and
self-transcendence versus self-enhancement. All values
can also be described as being located in the matrix pro-
duced by two basic dimensions: personal-focus versus
social-focus and growth as well as anxiety-free values ver-
sus protection and anxiety-avoidance values (see Fig. 1).
Schwartz’s circular model is considered to contain all
possible goals valued by people because it identifies the
basic relations between value-goals that create the
towards-universal matrix for the values (Schwartz et al.
2012; Sagiv et al. 2017). Therefore, we adopted the
classification of values-goals by Schwartz as a starting
point to identify the marital goals that can be seen as a
contextualization of the general, transsituational goals to
the context of marriage or relationship.
Study 1: First Version of the Model
and Reconceptualization
Materials and Methods
In the first step, we selected values from Schwartz’s model
(Schwartz et al. 2012) that could refer to goals in the marital
domain. As discussed above, the main claim in Schwartz’s
model is the circular continuum of values, which implies a
possibility for various segmentations of the circle. There are
several possible divisions of the value circle: into 4, 7, 10, 15
and 19 values; each subsequent option is based on
distinguishing a larger number of more narrowly and more
precisely defined values (Cieciuch and Schwartz 2012;
Davidov et al. 2008; Schwartz 1992; Schwartz et al. 2012).
While evaluating the possibility of formulating marital goals
based on the value goals from Schwartz’s model (Schwartz
et al. 2012), we started with the most detailed catalog of values.
We acknowledge that such a procedure would lead to a catalog
of goals that differ to the well-known four, 10 or 19 values.
However, the differentiated goals should be related to each
other in accordance with the basic rules of conflict and similar-
ity between value goals. We identified the following values that
cannot easily form the basis of marital goals: social security and
universalism (which, by definition, concern a broader societal
context), humility and face (with both being very narrowly
Fig. 1 Values model by Schwartz
et al. (2017) with different possi-
bilities for the division of the cir-
cle and basic dimensions
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Table 1 Definitions of values, marital goals, and the items for measuring marital goals. The numbers before the items refer to the order of the items in
the Marital Goals Questionnaire-Pilot Version
Values Marital goals Items for measuring marital goals (Pilot Version)
Self-Direction-Action (SDA) - The freedom
to determine one’s own actions
The freedom to determine one’s
own actions in a relationship
7. It is important that partners are independent in what
they are doing.
10. It is important that partners are free to plan their
activities.
12. It is important that partners make their own
decisions in a relationship.
Self-Direction-Thought (SDT) - The freedom
to cultivate one’s own ideas and abilities
The freedom to cultivate one’s own
ideas and abilities; personal
development in a relationship
and through a relationship
16. It is important to learn about life and achieve
wisdom through a relationship.
19. It is important to gain deeper life experience through
a relationship.
28. It is important to develop one’s personality,
character and self through a relationship.
Stimulation (ST) - Excitement, novelty, and
challenge in life
Excitement, novelty, and challenge
in a relationship
20. It is important to experience something new in a
relationship.
23. It is important that a relationship makes life be more
varied.
30. It important to avoid boredom and to lead a rich life
through a relationship.
Hedonism (HE) - Pleasure and sensuous
gratification for oneself
Pleasure and sensuous gratification
for oneself in a relationship
18. It is important that a relationship brings pleasure.
29. It is important to live a happy life through a
relationship.
32. It is important to have fun in a relationship.
Achievement (AC) - Personal success through dem-
onstrating competence according to
social standards
Personal success owing to
a relationship
15. It is important for a relationship to facilitate the
fulfillment of the ambitions of partners.
24. It is important for a relationship to allow partners to
achieve personal success.
26. It is important for a relationship to facilitate the
development of partners’ career.
Security-Personal (SE) - Safety in one’s
immediate environment
Safety in one’s relationship 1. It is important to feel safe in a relationship.
22. It is important that a relationship provides security to
both partners.
33. It is important not to fear the future because of a
relationship.
Conformity-Rules (COR) - Compliance
with rules, laws, and formal obligations




4. It is important to meet social expectations through a
relationship.
13. It is important to meet family expectations through a
relationship.
31. It is important to regularize one’s legal and social
situation through a relationship.
Conformity-Interpersonal (COI) - Avoidance
of upsetting or harming other people
Avoidance of upsetting or harming
one’s partner in a relationship
6. It is important to make an effort to concede to a
partner in a relationship.
8. It is important to avoid upsetting a partner in a
relationship.
17. It is important to adjust to the other person in a
relationship.
Tradition (TR) - Maintaining and preserving cultural,
familial, or religious traditions
Maintaining and preserving cultural,
familial, or religious traditions
regarding a relationship
5. It is important to observe customs in a relationship.
21. It is important to strengthen your faith in a
relationship.
25. It is important to cultivate traditions in a relationship.
Benevolence-Dependability (BED) - Being
a reliable and trustworthy member of
the ingroup
Being a reliable and trustworthy
partner in a relationship
2. It is important that partners are able to rely on each
other in every situation.
9. It is important that partners never fail each other in a
crucial matter.
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defined values introduced in the latest revision of the model and
located on the border between larger groups of values) and
power (because of the difficulties in forming partnership goals
in terms of power in a socially acceptable manner; however, the
self-enhancement values are represented in the selected values
even if the power was not included. We come back to this issue
in the Discussion). As a result, a catalog of 11 more narrowly
defined values emerged for which we formed a definition of
partnership goals with three items as indicators for each goal. It
is worth noting that in the 11 selected values, all higher order
values were represented. The values from Schwartz’s model
(Schwartz et al. 2012), our transformation of these values into
marital goals, and the items developed to measure these marital
goals by the Marital Goals Questionnaire-Pilot Version are pre-
sented in Table 1.
Hypothesis
The goal of Study 1 was to validate the model of marital goals
based on Schwartz’s model of values (1992; Schwartz et al.
2012). We therefore assumed that:
(1) The measurement of each value-based goal is internally
consistent. This hypothesis was tested by Cronbach’s alpha for
the scales presented in Table 1. (2) The goals form a circle in a
manner similar to the configuration of values in Schwartz’s
model (1992; Schwartz et al. 2012). We allowed for the possi-
bility of goals adjacent to each other (e.g., hedonism and stim-
ulation) to be joined, but we expected that the order of the goals
would follow the basic rules of compatibility and conflict be-
tween goals, and that goals formulated based on opposing
values would be located on opposite sides of the circle (e.g.,
stimulation and safety) according to the circle of values present-
ed in Fig. 1. This hypothesis was tested by using multidimen-
sional scaling (MDS; Cieciuch 2017) on the 11 scales listed in
Table 1, and on all items listed in Table 1. MDS is a statistical
technique for presenting the similarities or dissimilarities be-
tween objects in a graph. The analyzed objects are presented
as points in the figure, and the similarities between objects are
presented as distances between these points. The more similar
the objects are, the closer to each other they appear in the figure.
The locations of the points and clusters and the relationships
and distances between clusters can be interpreted by the re-
searcher as revealing underlying dimensions that explain the
observed similarities and dissimilarities (Cieciuch 2017). We
used this analytical approach for the following reasons:
Firstly, MDS is a standard analysis of values in Schwartz’s
research tradition (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz et al. 2012).
Secondly, MDS is especially useful for circular models where
other analytical techniques such as exploratory factor analysis
are not appropriate because of the expected intercorrelations
between variables. Thirdly, MDS enables presenting the struc-
ture both at the scale and item levels.
Participants and Procedure
In the study, N = 684 people (50% of them women) partici-
pated, from married and cohabiting couples (heterosexual)
aged between 25 and 60 years (Mage = 37.2; SDage = 5.3).
The study was conducted in Poland and Polish people partic-
ipated in the study. The participants were recruited by trained
students who received course credit for conducting the study.
The subjects were given a set of questionnaires, which they
submitted to the researchers after completion. Data are avail-
able upon request from the authors.
To measure marital goals, we used the Marital Goals-Pilot
Version Questionnaire. Participants assessed the extent to
which they agreed with each item listed in Table 1 on a 5-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = I completely disagree to
5 = I completely agree). Each scale consisted of three items.
We centered the scales, which is a typical procedure for the
analysis of values (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz and Cieciuch
2016) and other circular models (Strus and Cieciuch 2017).
Centering the scales is the subtraction of the mean of all items
from the score of a given scale.
Results
Hypothesis Validation
The Cronbach’s alphas for the scales were as follows:
achievement = .77, benevolence-caring = .61, benevolence-
Table 1 (continued)
Values Marital goals Items for measuring marital goals (Pilot Version)
27. It is important that partners trust each other.
Benevolence-Caring (BEC) - Devotion to
the welfare of ingroup members
Devotion to the welfare of a
partner in a relationship
3. It is important that partners care more for each other
than for themselves.
11. It is important that partners meet every need of their
spouse.
14. It is important that partners help each other in every
situation.
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dependability = .73, self-direction–action = .67, self-direction-
thought = .76, stimulation = .77, hedonism = .71, tradition =
.78, conformity-rules = .71, conformity-interpersonal = .71,
and security-personal = .63. These indicators may be deemed
sufficient since Cronbach’s alpha depends on the number of
items and all the scales consist of three items—which is a
relatively low number.
The multidimensional scaling of 11 scales is presented in
Fig. 2a (Stress-1 = .16).
Most scales were located as predicted. The goals related to
stimulation (ST), hedonism (HE), and self-direction thought
(SDT) were located next to each other, forming an area of
openness to change, while conservation, composed of
conformity-rules (COR), conformity-interpersonal (COI),
and tradition (TR), were located on the opposite side.
Between goals of conservation and openness to change, be-
nevolence-caring/benevolence-dependability (BEC/BED) be-
longing to self-transcendence was positioned on one side and
achievement (AC) belonging to self-enhancement on the oth-
er. However, two important misplacements can be observed:
(1) self-direction action (SDA) was located in the area of self-
enhancement on the side of conservation, and (2) security
(SE) was located in the area of self-transcendence on the side
of openness to change instead of conservation (misplaced
values are presented in red loops in Fig. 2a). In sum, SE and
















































































Fig. 2 Multidimensional scaling of 11 centered scales (Fig. 2a, misplaced variables are indicated by red loops) and all centered items (Fig. 2b) of the































































































Fig. 3 The proposed reconceptualization and restructuring of marital
goals (Fig. 3a) and Multidimensional scaling of selected items (Fig. 3b)
from the Marital Goals-Pilot Version Questionnaire (abbreviations
explained in Table 1; the number next to the abbreviations is consistent
with the number in the questionnaire and Table 1)
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assumed that Hypothesis 2 would be confirmed. Since the
replacement occurred, two conclusions are possible: First, it
could be claimed that Hypothesis 2 was partially confirmed,
with an indication of the elements that contradict it. The sec-
ond possibility would be a revision of theoretical assumptions
including an in-depth data analysis. We chose the second op-
tion, assuming that the small incongruences between the re-
sults and the assumptions may be an empirical suggestion for
how to improve the theoretical model.
Previous analyses on the scales demonstrated their inter-
nal consistency (satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha), though their
structure did not fully meet the theoretical expectations. In
light of these inconsistencies, we conducted an analysis at
the item level to more closely observe the relationships be-
tween marital goals (their structure), which ultimately led us
to reconceptualize the model.
Reanalysis of the Results at the Item Level
Since the goals in each item were formulated in positive
terms, we centered the items in the same way we centered
the scales in the previous analysis - by subtracting the mean
of items from each item (Schwartz et al. 2012; Schwartz and
Cieciuch 2016). Figure 2b shows the MDS of all items, with
the items forming one scale indicated inside the loops.
The results presented in Fig. 2 together with the item
content analysis from Table 1 leads to the following conclu-
sions: First, items belonging to one goal-measuring scale
cluster next to each other, which further supports the internal
consistency of the scales. Simultaneously, however, the
proximity between the items of neighboring scales suggests
a difficulty in distinguishing between them and, therefore,
their convergence. Here, SE and BED are an example.
Second, the unexpected positioning of SE was confirmed
and even reinforced – the SE items align themselves near
the HE items, even though they are positioned opposite each
other in Schwartz’s model of values. Safety, as an abstract
goal that means avoiding danger and attempting to always
be safe, is a value from the conservation group. It seems,
however, that in the context of a concrete relationship, it is
part of a simply good and satisfying relationship with a
partner, which is closely linked to goals formed based on
the BED/BEC value and even HE, understood as having a
good time with one’s partner. Third, the goals formulated
based on the SDA value are so autonomy-reinforcing that
they basically imply a lack of an actual relationship with
one’s partner. This lack, in turn, is connected to AC, in
which marriage is a goal that is necessary to realize personal
achievements and is located near the marital goals concerned
not with relationships but with rules (COR).
Reconceptualization of the Model
Our starting point was formulating the marital goals based on
the most narrowly defined values from Schwartz’s model,
grouped into four higher-order values: conservation, openness
to change, self-transcendence and self-enhancement.
However, the above results suggest that (1) the items for mar-
ital goals form slightly different groups than we expected
based on Schwartz’s model of values (Schwartz et al. 2012)
and (2) the other motivational dimensions differentiated in
Schwartz’s (Schwartz et al. 2012) model seem to better orga-
nize the item placement than the higher-order values, namely
slightly reinterpreted social-focus versus personal-focus,
which is similar to the goals toward others versus goals toward
oneself proposed by Canevello and Crocker (2015) and pro-
tection versus growth, which is similar to avoidance versus
approach goals in relationships (Gable and Impett 2012). We
label the first dimension oneself versus other focus and the
second dimension relationship commitment versus avoidance
in order to better capture the relationship content of these
dimensions that can be treated as a kind of contextualization
of the universal goals from the Schwartz’s model to the con-
tent of marriage and relationship.
Applying these two dimensions leads to the forma-
tion of four groups of values. Considering the position-
ing of the items (Fig. 2) and their content (Table 1), we
selected items that form groups that are (1) cohesive in
terms of content, (2) located next to those with a similar
underlying motivation (3) and located opposite to those
with a conflicting motivation based on these two distin-
guished dimensions. In Fig. 3a, we propose selecting
the items from the MDS performed on all items and
combining the selected items for the new scales.
Figure 3b presents the MDS of the selected items only.
Discussion and Summary of the Model
Reconceptualization
The obtained results suggested a need to verify our initial
theoretical assumptions and led us to formulate eight types
of marital goals forming a circle in two dimensions similar
but not identical to those from Schwartz’s model (Schwartz
et al. 2012). The reconceptualized model is presented in
Fig. 4.
Marital goals can therefore be categorized according
to two dimensions: a oneself versus other focus, and
relationship commitment versus avoidance. The first di-
mension serves as a basic distinction between the supe-
riority of an individual and his or her needs versus the
superiority of the goals and needs of the partner or
marriage. It is similar to those described in the literature
as goals toward oneself versus goals toward others (for
Curr Psychol
example, as self-image and compassionate goals by
Canevello and Crocker 2015).
The second dimension is a basic focus on closeness
in the relationship versus closeness avoidance, resulting
in the formulation of goals that are based on closeness
and enhancing closeness versus formulation of goals in
the service of closeness avoidance. This dimension is
similar to those described in the Attachment Theory
(Mikulincer and Shaver 2007) as well as Approach-
Avoidance Goals Theory (Gable and Impett 2012).
These two dimensions make it possible to differentiate four
groups of marital goals or, in more detail, eight goals located
on the circle formed by these dimensions, as presented in Fig.
4 and described in Table 2.
The model presented in Fig. 4 and the items for
measuring the differentiated marital goals were devel-
oped based on the analysis of the data obtained. Thus,
there is a risk that these are a data-based model and
measurement and that they will not be replicable with
other data. Therefore, we validated the model in another
independent study (Study 2).
Study 2: Model Validation
The goals of Study 2 were as follows: 1) To verify the impor-
tance of marital goals model presented in Fig. 4 by using the
Marital Goals Questionnaire-Final Version (items from
Table 2). We expected to confirm the measurement model in
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and the circular structure
in MDS, as outlined in Study 1. 2) To verify the model
presented in Fig. 4 in terms of the realization of marital goals.
To that end, the items were reformulated in accordance with
marital goal fulfillment. We expected the confirmation of the
measurement model in a CFA and the circular structure in
MDS. 3) To verify the external validity of the measured mar-
ital goals.
We expected the following for the verification of exter-
nal validity: (3a) A relationship between goal importance
(rather than realization) and the value preferences from
Schwartz’s model, such that higher-order values would
be most strongly related to their respective marital goals.
In particular, we expected that the stable relationship and
mutual support goals would be positively correlated with
self-transcendence and negatively with self-enhancement
values; conversely, the instrumental benefits and personal
autonomy protection goals were expected to be positively
correlated with self-enhancement and negatively with self-
transcendence values; the personal growth and varied life-
style goals were expected to be positively correlated with
openness to change and negatively with conservation
values; conversely, the submitting to norms and submitting
to the partner goals were expected to be positively corre-
lated with conservation and negatively with openness to
change values. (3b) A relationship between goal realiza-
tion (rather than importance) and marital satisfaction, and
in particular, we expected that realizing the goals of rela-
tionship commitment (located on the right site on the Fig.
4) would be positively correlated with marital satisfaction
and that fulfilling the goals of relationship avoidance (lo-
cated on the left side on the Fig. 4) would be negatively
correlated with marital satisfaction.





There wereN = 1266 participants (50% female), whoweremar-
ried (heterosexual) and aged between 18 and 86 years (M =
47.2; SD = 16.1). The study was conducted in Poland. The
respondents were recruited by trained students who received
course credit for conducting the study. The procedure was the
same as in Study 1 and the subjects were given a set of paper
questionnaires, which they returned to the researchers after
completion. Data are available upon request from the authors.
Method
In this study, the Marital Goals Questionnaire-Final Version
was used. The first part concerns the importance of the eight
marital goals from Fig. 4, using items from Table 2, and the
Table 2 Revised marital goals and items in the Marital Goals Questionnaire-Final Version
Scale Marital goals Items
Stable relationship Safety in one’s relationship 1. It is important to feel safe in a relationship. (1)
2. It is important that a relationship provides security to both partners.
(22)
3. It is important not to fear the future because of a relationship. (33)
Mutual support Relationship as a source of
mutual support and trust
1. It is important that partners are able to rely on each other in every
situation. (2)
2. It is important that partners never fail each other in a crucial matter.
(9)
3. It is important that partners help each other in every situation. (14)
Personal growth Achieving personal growth
through a relationship
including the development
of one’s interests, life
experience, the possibility
to construct one’s own identity
1. It is important to gain deeper life experience through a relationship.
(19)
2. It is important to learn about life and achieve wisdom through a
relationship. (16)
3.It is important to develop one’s personality, character and self through
a relationship. (28)
Varied lifestyle Excitement, novelty, sensuous
gratification and fun in
a relationship
1. It is important to experience something new in a relationship. (20)
2. It is important that a relationship makes life more varied. (23)
3. It is important to have fun in a relationship. (32)
Instrumental benefits Relationship as an instrument that
facilitates success achievement,
career, fulfilling personal ambitions
1. It is important for a relationship to facilitate the fulfilment of the
ambition of the partners. (15)
2. It is important for a relationship to allow the partners to achieve
personal success. (24)




Relationship guarantees autonomy: to make
independent decisions, free to
plan his or her own actions
1. It is important that partners are independent in what they are doing.
(7)
2. It is important that partners are free to plan their activities. (10)
3. It is important partners make their own decisions in a relationship.
(12)
Submitting to norms Relationship as a source of compliance
with mores, societal and family
expectations
1. It is important to meet social expectations through a relationship. (4)
2. It is important to observe customs in a relationship. (5)
3. It is important to meet family expectations through a relationship.
(13)
Submitting to partner Relationship as adjustment to a partner’s
needs, avoidance of upsetting one’s
partner, giving way to one’s partner
1. It is important to make an effort to concede to one’s partner in a
relationship. (6)
2. It is important to avoid upsetting one’s partner in a relationship. (8)
3. It is important to adjust to the other person in a relationship. (17)
Note: The number in brackets following the item indicates the position of the item in the Marital Goals-Final Version Questionnaire. Note that the items
from the final version are included in the pilot version with different numbers
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second part concerns the realization of the goals in the mar-
riage of the respondents. In the first part of the study, the
respondents expressed their agreement with each item on a
5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = I completely disagree
to 5 = I completely agree). In the second part, the respondents
assessed their agreement with statements describing the real-
ization of goals in their marriage (items are presented in
Table 5). They gave their answers on a 5-point Likert scale
(ranging from 1 = definitely no to 5 = definitely yes).
Values were measured by the Por t ra i t Value
Questionnaire—Revised (PVQ-RR; Schwartz 2017), devel-
oped to measure the 19 values in the refined version of
Schwartz’s theory. The questionnaire consists of 57 items de-
scribing different people according to what is important to
them. Respondents indicated how similar the person described
in an item was to themselves, using a 6-point scale (from 1 =
not like me at all to 6 = very much like me).
Marital satisfaction was measured using the QMI (Quality
Marriage Index) by Norton (1983). The questionnaire consists
of 6 items describing global marital satisfaction. Respondents
indicate how satisfying their relationship is, using a 7-point
scale (from 1 = I definitely do not agree to 7 = I definitely
agree).
Results
Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s al-
pha for the scales from both parts of the Marital Goals
Questionnaire-Final Version.
The internal stability measured by Cronbach’s alpha
is satisfactory - bearing in mind the fact that each scale
consists of only three items. The scale distribution is
close to normal, apart from the stable relationship and
mutual support dimensions, which received somewhat
extreme assessments.
Measurement model The measurement model was tested for
eight latent variables for goal importance, each loaded by
three items. A separate model was tested for goal realization.
We applied the target CFA because of the assumption
concerning intercorrelations between scales as a result of the
circular structure. Both models (for marital goal importance
and marital goals realization) fit the data very well. The goal
importance model obtained the following fit indices:
CFI = .985, RMSEA = .031 [.026–.036], SRMR = .013 (and
for the multigroup CFA across gender subsamples:
CFI = .981, RMSEA= .028 [.023–.033], SRMR= .030). The
goal realization model obtained the following fit indices:
CFI = .981, RMSEA = .038 [.033–.043], SRMR = .012 (and
for the multigroup CFA across gender subsamples:
CFI = .979, RMSEA= .031 [.027–.036], SRMR= .027).
The item loadings in the goal importance model are pre-
sented in Table 4, and the item loadings in the goal realization
model are presented in Table 5.
The measurement models fit the data well. The only excep-
tion (apart from a few cross loadings) is the unification of the
stable relationship and mutual support dimensions. It is not
contradictory to the theoretical model because these two
scales are expected to be located close to each other as they
are two aspects of the marital goals defined in terms of high
social focus and high relationship commitment.
Circular structure The MDS of the importance of the eight
goals is presented in Fig. 5, and goal realization is presented
in Fig. 6.
External validity In Table 6, the correlations between goal
importance/goal realization with higher-order values, and re-
lationship satisfaction are presented. The correlations are
followed by Z-scores (Lee and Preacher 2013; Steiger 1980)
representing the significance of the difference between corre-
lations for goal importance with the external variable (higher-
order values and relationship satisfaction) and goals realiza-
tion with these variables.
The correlations presented in Table 6 leads to the following
conclusions:
Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the importance and realization of marital goals measured by the Marital Goals Questionnaire-Final Version
Importance Realization
M SD Alpha Skewness Kurtosis M SD Alpha Skewness Kurtosis
Stable relationship 4.50 0.54 .69 −1.35 2.33 4.20 0.77 .83 −1.35 2.45
Mutual support 4.52 0.53 .72 −1.31 2.09 3.88 0.78 .66 −0.85 0.83
Personal growth 4.20 0.64 .78 −0.71 0.61 3.94 0.74 .82 −0.68 0.60
Varied lifestyle 4.02 0.71 .78 −0.55 0.22 3.86 0.79 .81 −0,72 0.69
Instrumental benefits 3.78 0.81 .81 −0.51 0.16 3.38 0.87 .83 −0.33 −0.18
Personal autonomy protection 3.46 0.80 .68 −0.20 −0.24 3.33 0.80 .70 −0.22 0.05
Submitting to norms 3.49 0.92 .78 −0.39 −0.27 3.46 0.85 .76 −0.58 0.25
Submitting to partner 3.46 0.82 .73 −0.31 −0.03 3.37 0.76 .65 −0.27 0.19
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1) All expectations regarding positive correlations (rectangle
with solid lines in Table 6) and negative correlations
(rectangles with the dotted line in Table 6) between mar-
ital goal importance and preferences for higher-order
values were confirmed. In particular, the stable relation-
ship and mutual support dimensions are positively
correlated with self-transcendence and negatively with
self-enhancement; conversely, the instrumental benefits
and personal autonomy protection dimensions are posi-
tively correlated with self-enhancement and negatively
with self-transcendence. The personal growth and varied
lifestyle dimensions are positively correlated with


















1. It is important to feel safe in a relationship. (1) .63 .31
2. It is important that a relationship provides
security to both partners. (22)
.58
3. It is important not to fear the future because of
a relationship. (33)
.31
1. It is important that partners are able to rely on
each other in every situation. (2)
.69 .30
2. It is important that partners never fail each
other in a crucial matter. (9)
.53
3. It is important that partners help each other in
every situation. (14)
.57
1. It is important to gain deeper life experience
through a relationship. (19)
.82 .30
2. It is important to learn about life and achieve
wisdom through a relationship. (16)
.59
3. It is important to develop one’s personality,
character and self through a relationship. (28)
.42
1. It is important to experience something new
in a relationship. (20)
.68
2. It is important that a relationship makes life
more varied. (23)
.59
3. It is important to have fun in a relationship.
(32)
.58
1. It is important for a relationship to facilitate
the fulfillment of the ambition of the partners.
(15)
.71
2. It is important for a relationship to allow the
partners to achieve personal success. (24)
.89
3. It is important for a relationship to facilitate
the development of the partners’ career. (26)
.66
1. It is important that partners are independent in
what they are doing. (7)
.62
2. It is important that partners are free to plan
their activities. (10)
.76
3. It is important that partners make their own
decisions in a relationship. (12)
.55
1. It is important to meet social expectations
through a relationship. (4)
.91
2. It is important to observe customs in a
relationship. (5)
.62
3. It is important to meet family expectations
through a relationship. (13)
.58
1. It is important to make an effort to concede to
one’s partner in a relationship. (6)
.75
2. It is important to avoid upsetting one’s
partner in a relationship. (8)
.72
3. It is important to adjust to the other person in
a relationship. (17)
.58
Note. Loadings below .3 are not presented
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openness to change and negatively with conservation;
conversely, the submitting to norms and submitting to
the partner dimensions are positively correlated with con-
servation and negatively with openness to change.
2) All of the significant differences between (a) goal impor-
tance with higher-order values correlations and (b) goal
realization with higher-order values correlations were in
the hypothesized direction: The larger correlations were
between goals importance and higher order values.
3) All expectations regarding positive correlations (rectangle
with solid lines in Table 6) and negative correlations
(rectangles with the dotted line in Table 6) between mar-
ital goals realization and relationship satisfaction were
confirmed. In particular, realizing goals related to


















1. I feel safe in our relationship. (1) .58
2. Our relationship provides me with the
feeling of safety. (22)
.62
3. I do not fear the future owing to our
relationship. (33)
.42
1. I can rely on my partner in every situation.
(2)
.34 .56
2. My partner never fails me in an important
matter. (9)
.56
3. My partner helps me in every situation.
(14)
.XX
1. I gain deeper life experience through our
relationship. (19)
.64 .31
2. I learn about life and achieve wisdom
through our relationship. (16)
.55
3. I develop myself, my character and my
personality through our relationship. (28)
.42
1. I experience something new in our
relationship. (20)
.30 .60
2. Our relationship makes my life more
varied. (23)
.55
3. I have fun in our relationship. (32) .42
1. Our relationship makes it easier for me to
fulfill my ambitions. (15)
.59
2. Our relationship allows me to achieve
personal success. (24)
.88
3. Our relationship makes it easier to develop
my career. (26)
.85
1. I am independent in what I am doing in our
relationship. (7)
.73
2. I am free to plan my activities in our
relationship. (10)
.78
3. I make my own decisions in our
relationship. (12)
.55
1. I meet social expectations through our
relationship. (4)
.77
2. I observe customs in our relationship. (5) .69
3. I meet my family’s expectations through
our relationship. (13)
.75
1. I try to concede to my partner in our
relationship. (6)
.74
2. I do not upset my partner in our
relationship. (8)
.39
3. I adjust to my partner in our relationship.
(17)
.73
Note. Loadings below .3 are not presented; XX – lack of data for technical reasons
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relationship commitment (presented on the right side in
Fig. 4) was positively correlated with relationship satis-
faction, while realizing goals related to relationship avoid-
ance (presented on the right side in Fig. 4) was negatively
correlated with relationship satisfaction.
4) All significant differences between (a) goal importance
with relationship satisfaction correlations and (b) goal re-
alization with relationship satisfaction correlations were
in the hypothesized direction: The larger correlations
were between goals realization and relationship
satisfaction.
Discussion
We presented two studies aimed at developing a model of
marital goals, referencing both the hierarchy of the
importance of goals for each partner and the goals real-
ized in the current relationship. The model was inspired
by Schwartz’s (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz et al. 2012) val-
u e mode l , wh i ch d e f i n e s v a l u e s i n t e rms o f
transsituational goals. We translated the abstract goals
from the value model into marital goals and developed a
model with eight categories of goals that form a circular
structure such that similar goals are adjacent to each other
and opposing goals are on the opposite sides of the circle.
The measurement model of the questionnaire fit the data
well, the structural model of the circular arrangement of
the goal types was conformed, as well as the theoretically
predicted relations between goals (importance and realiza-
tion) with value-preferences and relationship satisfaction.
Marital goals are organized by two dimensions: oneself
versus other focus and relationship commitment versus
avoidance. The dimension oneself versus other focus cor-
responds to the personal- versus social-focus dimensions
Fig. 5 Multidimensional scaling
of the importance of the eight
marital goals, Marital Goals
Questionnaire-Final Version
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Fig. 6 Multidimensional scaling
of the realization of marital goals,
Marital Goals Questionnaire-
Final Version
Table 6 Correlations between the importance/realization of marital goals with higher-order values and relationship satisfaction
Self-transcendence Openness Self-enhancement Conservation Relationship 
satisfaction
Correlations Z Correlations Z Correlations Z Correlations Z Correlations Z
Stable relationship .17*/ .14* Ns .02 / -.03 Ns -.12*/ -.16* Ns -.04 / .06 Ns .10*/ .43* 11.0*
Mutual support .20*/ .04 4.5* -.01 / .05 Ns -.18*/ -.01 4.8* .03 / -.06 Ns .11*/ .38* 7.9*
Personal growth .14*/ .10* Ns .19*/ .20* Ns -.06 / -.01 Ns -.18*/ -.21* Ns .09*/ .16* Ns 
Varied lifestyle -.04 / .05 Ns .42*/ .30* 4.4* .12*/ .01 3.3* -.39* / -.27* 4.3* .09*/ .25* 5.5*
Instrumental benefits -.14*/ -.13* Ns .17*/ .14* Ns .17*/ .17* Ns -.17*/ -.15* Ns -.05 / .00 Ns
Personal autonomy protection -.11*/ -.16* Ns .17*/ .17* Ns .10*/ .17* Ns -.14*/ -.16* Ns -.12*/ -.42* 10.5*
Submitting to norms -.05 / -.03 Ns -.39*/ -.40* Ns -.06 / -.09* Ns .38*/ .40* Ns -.11*/ -.21* 4.1*
Submitting to the partner -.01 / .10* 3.5* -.34*/ -.30* Ns -.04 / -.13* 3.9* .29*/ .27* Ns .03 / -.19* 7.8*
Note. Importance of the goals are presented before the slash and realization of the goals are presented after the slash. * = significance of the correlation at
the p < .01. Ns = nonsignificant Z-scores. Bold = correlation coefficient significantly higher that the coefficient before or after slash. The hypothesized
positive correlations are in the rectangles with solid lines; the hypothesized negative correlations are in the rectangles with dotted lines
Curr Psychol
of Schwarz’s circular model. The goals of the oneself
focus refer to using the relationship for self-realization
(individualistic categories, emphasis on “me”); the goals
of the other focus refer to the individual’s care for the
well-being of the relationship and the partner (collective
categories, emphasis on “us”). This dimension is similar
to that from the theory by Canevello and Crocker (2015)
describing partnership goals as placed on the dimension:
toward others (compassionate goals) - toward oneself
(self-image goals).
The second dimension, relationship avoidance versus rela-
tionship commitment, may be interpreted in terms of the fear
(avoidance) of entering a relationship versus entering a rela-
tionship with trust and a sense of safety. It is analogous but not
identical to the protection versus growth dimension of values
in the Schwartz (Schwartz 1992, Schwartz et al. 2012) model.
It may be similar to the approach-avoidance relationship goals
described by Gable and Impett (2012). According to this di-
mension, using relationships to realize instrumental benefits
(e.g., career development) or to meet social and/or familial
expectations may be based on fear and cause the avoidance
of closeness in a relationship. Submitting to the partner and
preserving individual autonomy can be two sides of the same
coin, (that is - real closeness avoidance) and they may differ in
terms of a oneself versus other focus. Individuals who have
difficulties with closeness are afraid to lose their autonomy
and are overprotective of it, fearing their partner’s influence
and trying to safeguard themselves against what in their mind
is the dangerous influence of another person on their life
(Bartholomew et al. 2001). The second type of relationship
fear response is symbiosis and withdrawal, based on blurring
one’s boundaries and submitting to the partner in a romantic
relationship, which can only be considered a superficial close-
ness. Both overly rigid boundaries in a relationship (an exces-
sive drive toward autonomy) and a lack of boundaries (exces-
sive concession and adjustment) indicate the same problem –
the inability to build actual closeness based on flexible bound-
aries between partners (Bengtson et al. 2005).
An authentic closeness and a lack of fear in a relation-
ship with a partner means preserving personal identity,
avoiding dependency on one’s partner, paying attention
to the partner’s needs and freely submitting to his or her
influence. It involves becoming to be without fear of
experiencing closeness without losing one’s sense of self.
According to this premise, the relationship commitment
dimension encompasses goals belonging to the stable re-
lationship group (safety in a relationship), personal
growth for both partners, mutual support and trust and a
varied lifestyle (shared enjoyment and openness to
experiencing new things).
The dimension relationship avoidance versus relationship
commitment in our model resembles the dimensions of anxi-
ety versus avoidance described in the research on adult
attachment - where relationship avoidance would be related
to anxiety dimension of attachment while relationship com-
mitment would be negatively related to avoidance dimension
(see review by Mikulincer and Shaver 2007). Some research
shows that people who are high on attachment anxiety in their
marriage want to pursue goals that focus on avoiding negative
outcomes (e.g. conflict, losing a partner) and increasing inti-
macy with their partner (Impett and Gordon 2010; Impett et al.
2008; Impett and Peplau 2002). The goal of the attachment
system is to maintain the feeling of security and this is true of
both approaching and avoiding strategies. Attachment can be
seen as a pattern of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive ele-
ments describing the relation to the partner. Personal expecta-
tions regarding the partner in a marriage or relationship may
be an important component of this pattern and our model
described these expectations - marital goals in a comprehen-
sive way. Marital goals can be seen as rooted in the early
experiences that shape attachment styles, however at the same
time are cognitively available to people and can be a point of
departure in interventions aimed at improving the relationship.
Both the similarity of marital goals between partners and
the realization of these goals can be crucial for the explanation
of marital satisfaction in future research. According to many
studies, partners in a relationship are more similar in terms of
personality, interests, and gender roles than randomly formed
couples (Gonzaga et al. 2007; Houts et al. 1996; Merikangas
1982). Most studies support the hypothesis that similarities in
terms of qualities (especially personal qualities) are related to
marriage satisfaction (Gaunt 2006; Luo and Klohnen 2005).
Though some studies support the complementarity hypothesis
that marriage satisfaction occurs when partners differ from
each other (Luo et al. 2008). The model proposed in this
research enables the study of similarity in terms of marital
goals importance as well as realization, which is a significant
factor that also influences marital satisfaction. In the sameway
that the ability of an individual to fulfill high priority goals is
vital for personal well-being (Ostermann et al. 2017; Sortheix
and Schwartz 2017), meeting relationship goals by each of the
partners is key to attaining marriage satisfaction.
This study is not free from limitations. We proposed a
model with eight marital goals located in the circular space
shaped by two basic dimensions. However, future research
may also propose other goals. According to the claims of
our model, other goals should be possible to locate within
the circular space (e.g., power goals, Simpson et al. 2015).
According to our model, one could expect that power goals
may be an aspect of instrumental benefits, built on the self-
enhancement values from Schwartz’s model (Schwartz et al.
2012) where power values belongs. However, such consider-
ations still need empirical verification. The study was self-
reported and was conducted in a Polish sample. Further re-
search should be conducted with respect to other cultures as
well. Moreover, the study focused on current marital goals and
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did not consider their dynamic nature. If further research is
conducted, analyzing marital goals in a longitudinal frame-
work would be effective. Marital goals are formed in pairs,
so the interdependency and dyadic nature of the data also has
to be considered in future research.
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